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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-2, 5-14, 17-18, and 25-63 are pending. Claims 3-4, 15-16, 19-24 have been canceled. 
Claims 25-63 have been added. Claims 1-2, 5-14, 17-18 and 25-63 have been examined. 
Claims 17-18 and 57-63 have been indicated allowable provided a Terminal Disclaimer is filed 
due to the Double Patenting rejections. Claims 1-2, 5-14, 25-36, and 37-56 have been rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 5-14, 17-18 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 1 appears to be incomplete with a semicolon at the end of limitation (b). For the 
purpose of examining the claim, the examiner considers it end at the end of limitation (b). 
Appropriate correction is required. 



3. Claims 37 and 47 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

3.1 . As per claim 37, the inventor recites "A method for connecting a simulation of an 
electronic device to a network". Simulation is an abstract word describing an act of 
simulating, not a physical device, so it cannot be connected to a network. 

3.2. As per claim 47, the inventor recites "A method for connecting a simulation of an 
electronic device to a network". Simulation is an abstract word describing an act of 
simulating, not a physical device, so it cannot be connected to a network. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine grounded in 
public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or improper 
timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.Sd 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887. 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned with 
this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the scope 
of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 3,73(b). 



Claims 1-2, 5-14, 17-18, and 25-63 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 5-13, and 17-19 
of U.S. Patent No. 7,050,962 B2. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they 
are not patentably distinct from each other because 



4. Claim 1 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 1 , 25 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claims of the instant application. 



5. 



Claim 1 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 2, 26 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 
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6. Claim 5 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 5. 27 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

7. Claim 6 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 6, 28 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

8. Claim 7 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 7, 29 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

9. Claim 8 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contains every element of claims 8, 30 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

10. Claim 9 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 9, 31 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

1 1 . Claim 10 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claim 10, 32 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

1 2. Claim 1 1 of patent # 7.050,962 B2 contains every element of claim 1 1 , 33 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

13. Claim 12 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claim 12 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 
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14. Claim 13 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 14, 36 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application and as such is 
unpatentable over obvious-type double patenting. 

1 5. Claim 1 7 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 1 7, 57, and 59 of the 
instant application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

16. Claim 18 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contains every element of claims 18, 58, 60, 61, 62, and 
63 of the instant application and thus anticipates the claim of the instant application. 

17. Claim 19 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contains every element of claims 37, 47 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claims of the instant application. 

1 8. Claim 1 9 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contains every element of claims 38 and 48 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claims of the instant application. 

1 9. Claims 1 9 and 5 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contain every element of claims 39 and 49 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 

20. Claims 19 and 6 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contain every element of claims 40 and 50 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 

21. Claims 19 and 7 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contain every element of claims 41 and 51 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 



Application/Control Number: 10/044,217 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2128 

22. Claims 19 and 8 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contain every element of claims 42 and 52 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 

23. Claims 19 and 9 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contain every element of claims 43 and 53 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 

24. Claims 19 and 10 of patent # 7,050,962 B2 contain every element of claims 44 and 54 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 

25. Claims 1 9 and 1 1 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contain every element of claims 45 and 55 of the 
instant application and thus anticipate the claims of the instant application. 

26. Claims 19 and 12 of patent # 7,050,962 82 contains every element of claim 46 of the instant 
application and thus anticipates the claims of the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 2, 5-14, 25, 26-56 are rejected under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112. 

27. Regarding claims 1 and 37 the phrases "receiving data packets designating the electronic 
device" and "transmitting the data packets" render the claim indefinite because it is unclear 
as what the electronic device is designated and because it is unclear as which device 
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receives the data packets and transmits the data packet. Also the phrase For the purpose of 
examining this claim, the examiner interprets "receiving data packets designating the 
electronic device" and "transmitting the data packets" as the host computer receiving data 
packets designating the electronic device as the source and transmits the data packets. See 
MPEP§ 2173.05(d). 

28. Claims 2 and 5-14 inherit the defects of claim 1. 

29. Regarding claims 25 and 47 the phrase "receiving data packets" and "transmitting the data 
packets" render the claim indefinite because it is unclear as which device receives the data 
packets and transmits the data packet. For the purpose of examining this claim, the 
examiner interprets "receiving data packets" as the host computer receiving data packets 
designating the electronic device as the source and transmits the data packets. See IVIPEP 
§ 2173.05(d). 

30. Claims 26-36 inherit the defects of claim 25. 

31 . Claims 38-46 inherit the defects of claim 37. 

32. Claims 48-56 inherit the defects of claim 47. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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Claims 34 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. 

33. Claims 34 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim contains subject matter, which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. The claim recites, 
"Modifying includes inserting a preamble in a data packet". This clause makes it fail the 
enablement requirement since nowhere in the specification can it be found to support 
"inserting preamble in a data packet". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



Claims 1-2, 25-26, 37-38, and 47-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Lin et al (U.S. Patent 6,389,379 B1). 



34. As per claim 1, Lin et al teach a method for simulating an electronic device that interacts 
with a network, the simulation being carried out by a program executing in a host computer, 
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the simulation includes simulating the electronic device's interaction with the network (col. 
22, lines 13-18), the method comprising: 

(a) receiving data packets designating the electronic device from the network through a 
network interface (col. 11, lines 40-44); and 

(b) transmitting the data packets to the simulation through a software interface to provide 
data packets for simulating the electronic device's interaction with the network (col. 1 1 , lines 
40-44). 

35. As per claim 2, Lin et al teach storing the data packets received from the network in a buffer 
allocated in the memory of the host computer (col. 29, lines 62-67). 

36. As per claim 25, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

37. As per claim 26, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 2. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

38. As per claim 37, it is different to claim 1 only that a computer readable medium having 
computer instructions to perform in a computer. The host system is a computer. It, of course 
needs instructions to perform tasks in this claim, and this host has memory, which is a 
computer readable medium to carry out these tasks. This claim is, therefore, rejected. 

39. As per claim 38, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 2. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 
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40. As per claim 47, it is different to claim 1 only that a computer readable medium having 
computer instructions to perform in a computer. The host system is a computer. It, of course 
needs instructions to perform tasks in this claim, and this host has memory, which is a 
computer readable medium to carry out these tasks. This claim is, therefore, rejected. 

41 .As per claim 48, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 2. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 27, 39 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lin et al as applied to claims 2, 26, 37 and 47 above, and further in view of Gagne et al 
(U.S. Patent 5303347). 

42. As per claim 5, Lin et al do not teach changing the size of the first buffer at run tinae. 
However, Gagne et al teach this feature (coL 5, lines 64-68). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al, and Gagne et al. Gagne et al's teaching of changing the size of the first buffer at 
run time would have helped users store different sizes of data important to the simulation of 
electronic devices. 
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43. As per claim 27, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

44. As per claim 39, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1 . They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

45. As per claim 49, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim 6, 28 and 40, 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lin 
et al as applied to claims 2, 26 and 37 above, and furtlier in view of Lakshman (IEEE/ACM 
Transaction on Networking, Vol. 5, No. 3, June 1997). 

46. As per claim 6, Lin et al do not teach discarding packets of data when the first buffer is full. 

However, Lakshman teaches discarding packets when buffer is full (p. 337, col. 2, lines 
21-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Lakshman. Lakshman's teaching of discarding packets when buffer is full 
would have helped reduce resource and time for monitoring buffer and prevent ovenwriting 
old data that are in use with new data. 

47. As per claim 27, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 6. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 
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48. As per claim 40, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 6. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

49. As per claim 50, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim 7-9, 29-31, 41-43, and 51-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lin et al as applied to claims 2, 25, 37, 47 above, and further in view of 
Watanabe et al (U.S. Patent 5,761,486). 

50. As per claim 7, Lin et al do not teach keeping a record of the data packets received from the 
network, the data packets transmitted to the simulation, the data packets received from the 
simulation; and the data packets transmitted to the network. 

However, Watanabe et al teach these features (col. 5, lines 66-67, col. 6, lines 1-12). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Watanabe et al. Watanabe et al's teachings of keeping a record of the data 
packets received from the network, the data packets transmitted to the simulation, the data 
packets received from the simulation, and the data packets transmitted to the network would 
have provided designers information of the simulation in order to analyze and evaluate the 
simulation of electronic devices. 



51. As per claim 8, Lin et al do not teach displaying the record. 

However, Watanabe et al teach these features (col. 10, lines 41-46). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et a! and Watanabe et al. Watanabe et al's displaying the record on a screen would 
visually have provided designers information so that they could conveniently have viewed 
and analyzed information. 

52. As per claim 9. Lin et al do not teach storing the record in a file. 

However, Watanabe et al teach this feature (col. 6, lines 13-18). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Watanabe et al. Watanabe et al's storing the record in a file would have helped 
designers to store information for use later as needed. 

53. As per claim 29, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 7. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

54. As per claim 30, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 8. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

55. As per claim 31, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 9. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

56. As per claim 41, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 7. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 
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57. As per claim 42, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 8. They are. 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

58. As per claim 43, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 9. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

59. As per claim 51, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 7. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

60. As per claim 52, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 8. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

61. As per claim 53, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 9. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claims 10, 32, 44, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lin et al as applied to claims 1, 25, and 47 above, and further in view of Chu et al (ACM, 0- 
89791-089-3/83/0300-0170, 1983). 

62. As per claim 10, Lin et al do not teach recording the throughput of the data packets. 

However, Chu et al teach this feature (p. 171, col. 2, paragraph 5, lines 1-6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Chu et al. Chu et al's teaching of recording the throughput of the data packets 
would have provided designers performance statistics of devices under simulation to make 
decisions about modification, re-design, or adjustment regarding the those devices. 
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63. As per claim 32, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 10. They are. 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

64. As per claim 44, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 10. They are. 

therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

65. As per claim 54, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 10. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claims 11-12, 33, 45-46, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lin et al as applied to claims 1, 25, 37, and 47 above, and further in view of Nicol 
(U.S. Patent 6757367B1). 

66. As per claim 11 , Lin et al do not teach modifying the packets. 

However, Nicol teaches this feature (col. 24, lines 35-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Petersen et al and Nicol. Nicol's teaching of modifying the packets would have made 
packets suitable for receipt by the network (col. 24, lines 35-39). 

67. As per claim 12, Lin et al do not teach modifying includes removing a preamble from a data 
packet. 

However, Nicol teaches this feature (col. 24, lines 35-39). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Nicol. Nicol's teaching of modifying includes removing a preamble from a data 
packet would have made packets suitable for receipt by the network (col. 24, lines 35-39). 

68. As per claim 33, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1 1 . They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

69. As per claim 45, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 8. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

70. As per claim 46, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 9. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

71. As per claim 55, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 11. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claims 13-14 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lin et al as applied to claims 1 and 25 above, and further in view of Hrischuk et al (U.S. 
Appl. 08/937,023). 

72. As per claim 13, Lin et al do not teach the receiving data from the network and transmitting 
data packets to the simulation are executed in a single thread. 

Hrischuk et al teach this limitation (p. 30, line 3; p. 44, lines 16-19; p. 48, lines 23-27). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Hrischuk et al. Hrischuk et al's teaching would have determined causality of 
information stored during concurrent and distributed software process execution (p. 1, Field 
of Invention). 

73. As per claim 14, Lin et al do not teach the receiving data from the network is executed in a 
first thread and transmitting data packets to the simulation is executed in a second thread. 

Hrischuk et al teach this limitation (p. 44, lines 16-19; p. 48. lines 23-27). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Lin et al and Hrischuk et al. Hrischuk et al's teaching would have determined causality of 
information stored during concurrent and distributed software process execution (p. 1, Field 
of Invention). 

74. As per claim 35. the reasons for indication of allowable subject matter have already been 
discussed in claims 13, respectively. 

75. As per claim 36, the reasons for indication of allowable subject matter have already been 
discussed in claim 14, respectively. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 17-18 and 57-63 are indicated allowable provided a Terminal Disclaimer is filed 
due to the Double Patenting rejections. The following is a statement of reasons for 
allowance: 
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76. As per claims 17-18 and 57-63, they are allowable because there is not any prior art 
teaching the steps to perform the testing of a system for connecting an electronic device 
under simulation to a network, wherein the simulation is to be carried out by software in a 
computer as recited in the claimed invention. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Cuong V. Luu whose telephone number is 571-272-8572. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kamini Shah, can be reached on 571-272-2279. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. An inquiry of a 
general nature or relating to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 
Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



CVL 




